Job insecurity is a ubiquitous threat that has been linked to a number of undesirable emotional, cognitive, and behavioral outcomes. Against this backdrop, popular and academic accounts have hailed the ability to bounce back from threats (i.e., resilience) as a crucial competency. We leverage the cognitiverelational model of stress to examine the extent to which resilience (operationalized as both dispositional tendencies and coping strategies) mitigates several negative consequences of job insecurity. We tested the moderating role of resilience in 2 studies. In a cross-sectional study with a sample of 1,071 university employees in the United States, we found resilience weakened the relationships between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and psychological contract breach. In a 2-wave study with 335 employees demographically representative of working population of the United States, we found that resilience mitigated the negative consequences of job insecurity on emotional exhaustion and interpersonal counterproductive work behaviors assessed 1 month later. Results of both studies converge to support the proposed buffering effect of resilience during times of job insecurity.
Over the past few decades, increasing levels of global competition, enhanced technological capabilities, and an increased demand for knowledge-based work (Powell & Snellman, 2004) have challenged the stability and security of jobs. The Bureau of Labor Statistics (n.d.) indicates that mass layoff events have affected on average 1,855,911 individuals per year between 1996 and 2013 in the United States, many of which have been attributed to business demand and financial reasons. Nearly three million individuals were laid off in mass layoff events in 2009 alone. Even where many economic indicators show signs of a recovery following the Great Recession (Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 2014), uncertainty regarding the business environment does not appear to be abating (The Conference Board, 2014) and job insecurity remains a key source of stress among workers (American Psychological Association, 2014) . A recent global survey of executives and employees from 27 countries found that 40% of 5,400 indicated concern about their position changing or becoming obsolete (Oxford Economics, 2014a) . A similar percentage indicated an increasing use of independent contractors, parttime employees, or temporary workers in their companies, also reflecting a threat to stable and secure employment (Oxford Economics, 2014b) .
Given the increasing uncertainty and instability of work (Cascio, 2003) , both popular and academic accounts extoll resiliency as a fundamental coping competency (Coutu, 2002) . For example, pointed to resiliency as an underlying explanation for different patterns of reactions to layoffs during the financial crisis. As Kanter (2013) wrote, "surprises are the new normal; resilience is the new skill." The assumption is that because resilient individuals seek out the positive in situations, search for creative solutions to difficult challenges, and focus on recovering losses they encounter (Bonanno, 2004; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2007) , they are less likely to experience the pervasive negative effects of job insecurity. Because resilient individuals seek to adapt to negative situations (i.e., bending instead of breaking), we propose that resilience may be able to buffer the negative impact of job insecurity on a number of variables of interest.
We leverage Lazarus and Folkman's (1984; Lazarus, 1991 ) cognitive-relational model of stress to provide a broad investiga-tion of the role of resilience in moderating the relationship between job insecurity and its well-documented negative cognitive (i.e., psychological contract breach), relational (i.e., interpersonal counterproductive work behavior), and cumulative strain (i.e., burnout) effects. We conducted two studies to examine the proposed moderating role of resilience. Consistent with theory that stressors can result in short-term appraisal outcomes as well as longer-term strain outcomes (Lazarus, 1991) , Study 1 examines the crosssectional relationship between job insecurity, psychological contract breach, and burnout, as moderated by resilience. To more rigorously test the longitudinal development of strain, Study 2 builds on this work by examining the relationship between job insecurity and resilience in predicting emotional exhaustion 1 month later, while controlling for initial levels of emotional exhaustion. In addition, Study 2 examines the relationship between job insecurity and lagged acts of interpersonal counterproductive work behavior, following Sverke, Hellgren, and Näswall's (2002) arguments that behavioral responses to job insecurity may take longer to develop.
Our two studies complement each other in a number of other important ways that enable us to achieve constructive replication (Lykken, 1968; Schmidt, 2009) , which emphasizes the use of different methodologies to test underlying conceptual ideas. First, to avoid mono-operation bias, we varied our measurement of job insecurity across the studies, allowing us to capture global job insecurity in Study 1 as well as both quantitative and qualitative job insecurity in Study 2 (i.e., concerns about the continuity of the job itself vs. concerns about features of the job; Hellgren, Sverke, & Isaksson, 1999) . Similarly, in acknowledgment that there are multiple conceptualizations of resilience, the two studies also use different measures of resilience-one assessing psychological resilience (i.e., the trait-like ability to bounce back from adversity; Block & Kremen, 1996) and the other assessing the use of resilient coping strategies (i.e., adaptive ways of coping with stress; Sinclair & Wallston, 2004) . Second, we use both crosssectional and lagged research designs. Whereras Study 1 relies on cross-sectional data to initially test our propositions, Study 2 provides a more rigorous test of our hypotheses by documenting the extent to which lagged responses to job insecurity are moderated by employee resilience. Finally, Study 1 collected employee data from a single organization, whereas Study 2 collected data from a representative sample of U.S. employees to increase the generalization of our findings.
By examining the extent to which resilience enables jobinsecure individuals to (a) attenuate psychological contract breach (Study 1) and burnout (Studies 1 & 2) and (b) maintain functioning in interpersonal domains (Study 2), we make several contributions to the job insecurity and resilience literatures. Although definitions of resilience situate it in the context of adversity, limited research has examined resilience in conjunction with workplace stressors, a gap that Britt, Shen, Sinclair, Grossman, and Klieger (2016) recently called upon researchers to rectify. In fact, Britt et al. (2016) encouraged researchers to look beyond typically examined workplace stressors to consider the impact of resilience in the context of significant work-related adversity. Job insecurity has been found to be one of the most intractable stressors, and the extant literature has failed to find significant or consistent buffering effects of variables that have been found to be effective in the context of other work-related stressors, including personality traits, various coping strategies, and social support (Büssing, 1999; Mak & Mueller, 2000; Näswall, Sverke, & Hellgren, 2005; Roskies, Louis-Guerin, & Fournier, 1993) . Our studies therefore add to the limited research on resilience in the workplace by examining the role of resilience in shaping reactions to one of the "most important stressors in employment situations" (Hartley, Jacobson, Klandermans, & van Vuuren, 1991, p. 44) . These findings hold promise from a practical perspective as research suggests that although there are individual differences in levels of resilience, resilience is also a developable capacity amenable to training interventions (Adler, Williams, McGurk, Moss, & Bliese, 2015; Cornum, Matthews, & Seligman, 2011) . Thus, to the extent that resilience attenuates the adverse effects of job insecurity, this would suggest fruitful avenues for organizational intervention.
Job Insecurity Within the Cognitive-Relational Model of Stress
Job insecurity concerns a threat to the continuity of one's employment (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Probst, 2003; . Most commonly conceptualized as a subjective construct, job insecurity can be described as something that is "in the eyes of the beholder" such that one can be concerned about the future of one's job regardless of any actual objective level of job security . Employees can perceive a threat to their continued employment (labeled quantitative job insecurity; Hellgren et al., 1999) or to features of their current position (labeled qualitative job insecurity). For example, employees could experience uncertainty over future opportunities for career development, future changes in the nature of job tasks, and the future culture of the company (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Lee, Bobko, & Chen, 2006; Schweiger & DeNisi, 1991) . Global measures of job insecurity ask respondents to consider their job security as a whole (i.e., what their overall job security is like), rather than reflecting on specific quantitative versus qualitative components (i.e., losing the job itself vs. valued job features). As such, to constructively replicate the results from Study 1, which focused on global job insecurity, Study 2 examined job insecurity in a multidimensional framework.
A defining characteristic of job insecurity is uncertainty . Indeed, uncertainty is what distinguishes job insecurity from job loss. Lazarus and Folkman (1984; Lazarus, 1991) consider event uncertainty to be a key condition giving rise to threat appraisals. Uncertainty is more harmful than knowing, even if the outcome is negative, because individuals cannot adequately prepare for events about which they are uncertain (Lazarus, 1991; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) . Importantly, uncertainty about future events raises concerns about the extent to which individuals have control over events in their environment, which may lead to negative emotional and attitudinal reactions (Ashford et al., 1989; Bordia, Hobman, Jones, Gallois, & Callan, 2003) . Given the crucial role that jobs play in individuals' lives (Jahoda, 1981) , job insecurity is particularly likely to perpetuate harmful strain reactions . Not surprisingly, numerous studies have found job insecurity to be positively related to burnout (e.g., Bosman, Rothmann, & Buitendach, 2005; Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995; Westman, Etzion, & Danon, 2001) .
In addition to instilling feelings of personal threat, job insecurity may also alter how individuals view their relationship with their This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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organization. Job security is listed as one of the obligations that employees believe that their organization should fulfill (Robinson, 1996) . As such, when employees are unsatisfied with their level of job security, they may perceive that the organization has failed to live up to the obligations it has to their employees (i.e., psychological contract breach). In accordance with the well-documented effects of job insecurity on burnout (e.g., Bosman et al., 2005; Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995; Westman et al., 2001 ) and on psychological contract breach (e.g., De Cuyper & De Witte, 2006; Vander Elst, De Cuyper, Baillien, Niesen, & De Witte, 2014) , we hypothesized:
Hypothesis 1(a-c): Job insecurity is positively related to emotional exhaustion (H1a), cynicism (H1b), and psychological contract breach (H1c).
Although less well-documented than the effects of job insecurity on burnout and psychological contract breach, emerging research links job insecurity to the enactment of interpersonally abusive behaviors in the workplace, such as workplace bullying and interpersonal strain (De Cuyper, Baillien, & De Witte, 2009; . Interpersonal counterproductive work behavior (CWB) is defined as harmful behaviors directed toward other employees (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001 ). Examples of interpersonal CWB include hostile and rude behavior, embarrassing others, and delaying work to make others look bad (Ho, 2012) . There are several reasons to expect that job insecurity would be associated with interpersonal CWB. Interpersonal CWB might occur as a result of displaced aggression resulting from frustration and emotional resource depletion as individuals fail to exert the effort necessary to regulate these behaviors ). Unfortunately, management may unintentionally encourage employees to shift their allocation of effort in this manner by not valuing civility during times of change and austerity De Cuyper et al., 2009; Salin, 2003) . Moreover, change may result in the weakening of bonds between coworkers, leading to greater conflict (Greenglass & Burke, 2001 ). More insidiously, interpersonal CWB might also reflect strategic attempts to replace or retain resources by sabotaging or harming potential rivals (De Cuyper et al., 2009; Salin, 2003; Shoss & Probst, 2012) . A number of studies have linked organizational and job changes with workplace bullying and aggression (e.g., Baron & Neuman, 1996; Rayner, 1997) . For example, in a study involving over 1,200 employees from 10 private organizations in Belgium, Baillien and De Witte (2009) found that job insecurity and role ambiguity fully mediated the relationship between organizational change and exposure to workplace bullying. In line with these theoretical arguments and the extant research evidence, we expected that:
Hypothesis 1d: Job insecurity is positively related to interpersonal counterproductive behaviors.
Resilience in the Workplace
In a metatheory review of the constructs of resilience and resiliency, Richardson (2002) traced different streams of inquiry into these topics. The first stream of research focuses on phenomenological descriptions of internal and external qualities, assets or protective factors that help individuals successfully face adversity (Richardson, 2002) . In this tradition, psychological resilience is viewed as an individual difference in the capacity to bounce back or recover from stress (Block & Kremen, 1996; Smith et al., 2008) . The second stream of research focuses on resiliency as a "process of coping with stressors, adversity, change or opportunity" (Richardson, 2002; p. 308) . In a similar vein, Sinclair and Wallston (2004; p. 94) defined resilience as the tendency to "cope with stress in a highly adaptive manner." Britt et al. (2016) further distinguish between a "capacity for resilience" and a "demonstration of resilience," thereby differentiating personality predispositions and the use of resilience-oriented coping strategies (i.e., predictors) from demonstrated adaptation to adverse events.
Although both streams of research conceptualize resilience somewhat differently, we propose that psychological resilience and resilient coping approaches are intertwined. For example, psychological resilience promotes effective coping and adaption and minimizes negative reactions to stressful events (Rutter, 1987) . As such, during times of adversity, psychological resilience facilitates coping processes featured by adaptive cognitions and behaviors (Rutter, 1987) . Repeated successful coping with stressors then reinforces psychological resilience and enables individuals to use more adaptive, resilient coping in the future (Woodgate, 1999) . Thus, we expected both psychological resilience and resilient coping to function in similar manners. Hence, to more fully investigate the role of resilience in employee reactions to job insecurity, we operationalized resilience as an individual difference characteristic in Study 1 (Smith et al., 2008) and also measured the use of adaptive, resilient coping strategies in Study 2 (Sinclair & Wallston, 2004) .
As a way of approaching challenges, resilience enables individuals to flourish and achieve goals despite threats (Chen, Westman, & Hobfoll, 2015; Shin, Taylor, & Seo, 2012) . Indeed, resilient employees are theorized not only to recover from workplace adversities, but also to grow and learn from those challenges emerging stronger than before. Although there is little empirical research on the effects of resilience on our specific outcomes of interest (burnout, psychological contract breach, counterproductive workplace behaviors), the literature has documented several beneficial effects of resilience at work. For example, in a study of more than 1,000 employees working in a variety of industries, Youssef and Luthans (2007) found that higher resilience was related to greater job satisfaction, work happiness, and organizational commitment. Another study (Luthans, Avolio, Walumbwa, & Li, 2005) found that resilience was related not only to supervisor ratings of employee performance, but also to their actual meritbased salary. Research findings indicate that resilience impacts commitment to change by helping individuals to experience and capitalize on positive affect (Shin et al., 2012) .
Such findings reflect positive main effects of resilience, thereby suggesting that resilience can be a valuable tool in producing desirable workplace experiences and outcomes. Expanding this line of thinking, we examine the main effects of trait resilience and resilient coping on the outcomes under study here. In doing so, we examine whether resilient individuals also experience fewer negative outcomes. Given that resilient individuals are growthoriented and experience the world in a positive light, we would expect them to experience lower levels of emotional exhaustion and cynicism (Fredrickson, 2001; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004) . Indeed, it has been theorized that resilience creates tendencies that This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
enable resistance to burnout and encourage proactive behavior in organizational settings (Strümpfer, 2003) . Hind, Frost, and Rowley (1996) posited that career resilient employees may also be less susceptible to perceptions of psychological contract breach, since they take greater personal responsibility for their own career management. Following this reasoning, we anticipate that resilient individuals are less likely to appraise workplace events as violating their psychological contract. Finally, given that positive emotions broaden coping and "thought-action repertoires" (Fredrickson, 2001; Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002) , we anticipate that resilient individuals are less likely to cope by displacing aggression onto others and that resilient individuals use strategies other than interpersonal CWB to achieve their goals.
Hypothesis 2(a-d):
Resilience is negatively related to emotional exhaustion (H2a), cynicism (H1b), psychological contract breach (H2c), and interpersonal CWB (H2d).
Buffering Effects of Resilience on the Adverse Consequences of Job Insecurity
The cognitive-relational theory suggests that the appraisal process is influential in shaping both coping and strain reactions. In this process, individuals consider the meaning of an event in concert with their individual capacity to cope (Lazarus, 1991 (Lazarus, , 1993 . Coping and appraisal impact each other in a reciprocal manner such that certain patterns of appraisals stimulate the use of certain strategies, and perceptions of threats are enhanced to the degree to which individuals believe they are unable to successfully cope (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) .
Akin to the research on resilience noted earlier, coping researchers consider individuals' dispositional tendencies to respond to threats in a certain manner as well as coping strategies actually used (e.g., Beutler, Moos, & Lane, 2003; Skinner, 1995) . Both perspectives are valuable for our purposes. On the one hand, ambiguous and stressful situations, like job insecurity, are likely to elicit dispositional tendencies for responding to threats (Bolger, 1990; Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007) . Indeed, researchers have explored various traits as potential moderators of job insecurity's effects (Mak & Mueller, 2000; Näswall et al., 2005) . On the other hand, as previously noted, there is evidence that strategies for coping in a resilient manner can be trained. The more that individuals practice and use these strategies, the more these strategies become automatic (Reivich, Seligman, & McBride, 2011) . Thus, there is likely to be close correspondence between the two, such that both psychological resilience (examined in Study 1) and the use of resilient coping strategies (examined in Study 2) play a role in buffering the negative effects of job insecurity.
In particular, coping researchers have suggested that appraisalfocused strategies may be most effective when individuals perceive that the stressor is uncontrollable (e.g., Armstrong-Stassen, 2005; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980) . Further, situations that are ambiguous, complex, and personally relevant, such as job insecurity, may be particularly amenable to reappraisal (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995) . We expect resilience to buffer the negative effects of job insecurity because resilience involves reappraising threats and finding, within threats, opportunities to gain resources. Resilient individuals search for meaning in negative events and believe that there is positive to be found in even the most negative situations (Bonanno, 2004) . The ability to experience and harness positive emotions enables individuals to exhibit learning, flexibility, and adaptability in light of negative experiences (Tugade & Fredrickson, 2007) . Resilient individuals are also better able to galvanize and use social and other personal resources to counteract threats, thus prompting more favorable appraisals of coping capacity and fewer negative reactions to stressors (Youssef & Luthans, 2007) .
Research findings indicate that these capabilities enable resilient individuals to better cope with large-scale corporate downsizing and other change events (Maddi, 1987; Shin et al., 2012) . Likewise, we expected resilience to buffer the detrimental impact of job insecurity and allow resilient individuals to maintain "a stable equilibrium" in light of this threat (Bonanno, 2004, p. 20) . Specifically, by virtue of their tendencies to view threats in a positive light, resilient individuals are less likely to experience burnout as a result of job insecurity. Further, resilient individuals are less likely to allow job insecurity to alter how they view their relationship with the organization (psychological contract breach). Finally, they are less likely to engage in such destructive responses to job insecurity as interpersonal counterproductive behavior.
Hypothesis 3(a-d):
The effect of job insecurity on outcomes will be moderated by resilience, such that individuals higher in resilience will experience lower emotional exhaustion (H3a) and cynicism (H3b), perceive less psychological contract breach (H3c), and report fewer interpersonal CWB (H3d) in the face of job insecurity, compared to those lower in resilience.
Study 1: Cross-Sectional Design

Method
Participants and procedures. In Study 1, data were collected from classified staff (i.e., hourly, nonexempt employees) and administrative professionals (AP; i.e., salaried, exempt employees) within student affairs, academic affairs, as well as finance and operations at a large university located in the northwestern United States. This university had been experiencing freezes on hiring, travel, pay, and benefits and a multitude of other expenditures during the time of data collection because of repeated large budget cuts since 2007; in addition, approximately 500 positions were eliminated along with two academic departments.
We invited all staff and AP employees to participate in this online survey through email invitations and the university's regular announcements and newsletters. Respondents were required to first log in with their network ID to verify their status before completing the survey, after which they were redirected to a remote server site containing the survey itself. This procedure preserved the anonymity of their individual responses, while ensuring that only eligible individuals could participate.
A total of 1,071 staff and AP chose to participate, which represented an approximate 50% participation rate among staff and AP. Of those who participated in the survey, 64% were female; 34% male. The mean age of respondents was 47.3 years. Ninety percent self-identified as Anglo/Caucasian/White, whereas 6% self-identified as a racial/ethnic minority or multiethnic/multiracial. Forty-six percent were classified staff; 51% were AP. On This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
average, respondents had spent 4.5 years at this university. Ninetytwo percent were permanent employees, whereas 6% were temporary. Finally, 89% of respondents had attended at least some college, whereas 10% had a high school diploma or less.
Measures. All measures below were coded such that higher scores reflect higher levels of each construct. Unless otherwise noted, measures used a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Descriptive statistics, internal consistency reliability (alpha) coefficients, and correlations involving measures are reported in Table 1 .
Job insecurity. The nine-item version (Jiang & Probst, 2014; Probst & Jiang, 2016) of the Job Security Satisfaction scale (Probst, 2003) was used to measure employees' affective reactions to their job insecurity. Participants responded on a 3-point scale ranging from 1 (yes) to 3 (no) measuring the extent to which nine adjectives or phrases described their job security (e.g., "upsetting how little job security I have," "nerve-wracking," "sufficient amount of security"). Using a scoring system recommended by Hanisch (1992) , item responses were scored as follows: agreement with negatively worded items (i.e., "nerve-wracking") was scored 3; agreement with positively worded items (i.e., "never been more secure") was scored 0; and "?" responses were scored 2, based on prior analyses suggesting that endorsement of the "?" anchor is psychometrically closer to a negative response than a positive one.
Psychological resilience. Six items from the Brief Resilience Scale (Smith et al., 2008) were used to assess individuals' perceived ability to bounce back or recover from stress. Two sample items are "I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times" and "It is hard for me to snap back when something bad happens."
Psychological contract breach. A two-item scale (Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1998 ) was used to assess employee perceived psychological contract breach. The exact items were "In general, the university has lived up to its promises" and "Overall, the university has fulfilled its commitments to me." Exhaustion and cynicism. The 10-item Exhaustion and Cynicism subscales of Schaufeli, Leiter, Maslach, and Jackson's (1996) MBI-General Survey (MBI-GS) on a scale from 1 (never) to 7 (daily) was used to measure employees' level of burnout related to their work at this university. Two sample items were "I feel emotionally drained from my work (emotional exhaustion)" and "I have become more cynical about whether my work contributes anything (cynicism)."
Confirmatory factor analyses. We conducted confirmatory factor analyses in order to assess the discriminant validity of the five administered scales. The hypothesized five-factor model Table 1 presents descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations among the study variables. As can be seen, the mean level of job insecurity was 1.70 (on the 3-point scale). Comparing this to a database of 36 organizations compiled by Tahira M. Probst, this level of job insecurity placed them at the 81st percentile, suggesting that job insecurity was a particularly salient stressor in this sample. In addition, job insecurity was positively related to psychological contract breach, emotional exhaustion, and cynicism. In contrast, resilience was negatively related to psychological contract breach, emotional exhaustion, and cynicism.
Results
We included contract type (permanent vs. temporary) as a control variable in the subsequent analyses in light of findings that contract type might impact outcomes of job insecurity (De Cuyper & De Witte, 2007) . To control for Type I error rates, we conducted an initial multivariate multiple regression analysis. We found a significant main effect for job insecurity, F(3, 1009) ϭ 12.89, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .04, and for resilience, F(3, 1009) ϭ 3.75, p ϭ .011, 2 ϭ .01, as well as a significant interaction between job insecurity and resilience, F(3, 1009) ϭ 4.64, p ϭ .003, 2 ϭ .01. Therefore, we next examined the univariate tests of our specific hypotheses.
We tested our hypotheses using hierarchical regression analyses (see Table 2 ). To facilitate the interpretation of our results, we standardized job security and resilience before conducting regression analyses. In support of Hypothesis 1a, 1b, and 1c, higher levels of job insecurity were related to higher emotional exhaustion (b ϭ .37, SE ϭ .04, p Ͻ .01), cynicism (b ϭ .39, SE ϭ .04, p Ͻ .01), and psychological contract breach (b ϭ .51, SE ϭ .05, p Ͻ .01). Moreover, resilience was significantly related to lower emotional exhaustion (b ϭ Ϫ.36, SE ϭ .04, p Ͻ .001) and cynicism (b ϭ Ϫ.32, SE ϭ .04, p Ͻ .001), but not significantly associated with psychological contract breach, thus providing support for Hypotheses 2a and 2b but not Hypothesis 2c. Of primary interest to this study was the interaction. As predicted by Hypoth- To determine if the form of the interactions matched the expected pattern of results, we used the procedure of plotting interactions recommended by Aiken and West (1991) . Although the simple slopes revealed that job insecurity was positively related to emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and psychological contract breach when resilience was high (ϩ1 SD; b emotional exhaustion ϭ .29, SE ϭ .05, p Ͻ .01; b cynicism ϭ .28, SE ϭ .05, p Ͻ .01; b psychological contract breach ϭ .40, SE ϭ .05, p Ͻ .01) and low (Ϫ1 SD; b emotional exhaustion ϭ .46, SE ϭ .05, p Ͻ .01; b cynicism ϭ .54, SE ϭ .05, p Ͻ .01; b psychological contract breach ϭ .65, SE ϭ .05, p Ͻ .01), the relationships between job insecurity and these outcomes were weaker for those who were highly resilient, compared to low resilient individuals. As can be seen from Figures 1, 2, and 3 , the plots demonstrated that resilience attenuated the negative effects of high job insecurity on emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and psychological contract breach. Follow-up Johnson and Neyman (1936) analyses indicated that the relationships between job insecurity and our Study 1 outcomes were significant at all levels of resilience.
Discussion
Study 1 found support for our hypotheses. As predicted, job insecurity was positively associated with emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and psychological contract breach. Importantly, psychological resilience, as assessed by individuals' perceptions of their ability to successfully counteract threats, buffered these negative outcomes. As previously noted, in order to generalize the results to a broader range of the working population, the sample in Study 2 was drawn from a representative participant pool across the United States. Second, Study 2 expanded the conceptualization of job insecurity from a threat to one's job to perceived threat to both quantitative (job as whole) and qualitative (features of one's job) insecurity. Similarly, Study 2 used a measure of resilient coping in order to more fully assess the role of resilience beyond trait resilience. In addition, in an attempt to extend our results beyond emotional and cognitive outcomes, we assessed a behavioral outcome (i.e., interpersonal CWB) in Study 2 to further our understanding of the moderating effects of resilience in the face of job insecurity. Finally, to overcome the limitations of a cross-sectional study design in Study 1, Study 2 used a lagged design. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Study 2: Lagged Design Method
Participants and procedure. We used Qualtrics Panels to recruit a sample of participants demographically representative of working population of the United States. Qualtrics Panels is an online, closed-source forum for requesting individuals to complete tasks for compensation, conducted through the Qualtrics platform. The researcher requests specific demographic characteristics for a sample; in this case, we requested full-time adult employees with gender, age, and income distributions representative of the adult working population in the United States based on 2013 Bureau of Labor Statistics data. Compensation is awarded through Qualtrics Panels distributors based on submitted surveys; respondents are awarded points that they can use for gift cards, magazines, donations to charity, and so forth. Qualtrics Panels creates anonymous IDs for each participant for each study so that the data can be linked across the two surveys but there is no way to link the data to any individual participant.
We had complete data from 617 individuals for the Time 1 survey, which assessed job insecurity, resilience, and emotional exhaustion. Three hundred thirty-five of the Time 1 respondents completed the Time 2 survey distributed 1 month later, which assessed emotional exhaustion as well as interpersonal CWB during the previous month. Prior research suggests that this time frame is appropriate to observe the emergence of counterproductive work behavior, and that the effects do not differ significantly from effects demonstrated over a longer time frame (Meier & Spector, 2013; Shoss, Reynolds, Maurer, & Jundt, 2014) . A lagged design helps to establish temporal precedence between job insecurity and these outcomes. Unfortunately, we did not capture interpersonal CWB at Time 1 and thus cannot assess change in this variable over time.
Fifty-two percent of participants were male. Approximately, 38% reported that they worked in a supervisory role. On average, participants reported that they worked 44.62 h per week (SD ϭ 7.41, range ϭ 40 -91) and have worked at their current employer for 9.63 years (SD ϭ 8.53, range ϭ Ͻ1 year-50 years). With regard to income, 5.9% reported a household income below $24,999; 11.4% between $25,000 -34,999; 15.1% between $35,000 -49,999; 24.6% between $50,000 -74,999; 17% between $75,000 -99,999; 25.1% over $100,000. Participants worked in a variety of occupations and industries including: law, hospitality, primary education, higher education, finance, sciences, sales, information technology, operations, police and military, and computer science. Approximately 5% of participants were on temporary contracts. Following Goodman and Blum (1996) , we conducted a logistic regression predicting completion of both surveys from substantive and demographic variables (age, gender, tenure, hours per week, household income, temporary vs. permanent contract). No significant differences were observed on our substantive variables, although respondents who completed both surveys were slightly older (45.10 vs. 38.66) and more likely to be female than those who did not. As a result, we controlled for age and gender in the analyses. Also, to be consistent with Study 1, we controlled for contract type (temporary vs. permanent).
Measures.
Job insecurity.
We assessed quantitative job insecurity with Hellgren et al.'s (1999) three-item scale ("I am worried about having to leave my job before I would like to; There is a risk that I will have to leave my present job in the year to come; I feel uneasy about losing my job in the near future"). We used three items from Van den Broeck et al. (2014) to assess qualitative job insecurity ("I think my job will change for the worse; I feel insecure about the characteristics and conditions of my job in the future; Chances are, my job will change in a negative way"). Both measures were presented at Time 1 on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Emotional exhaustion. We measured emotional exhaustion using the same measure as in Study 1 at both Time 1 and Time 2. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Resilient coping. We used Sinclair and Wallston's (2004) four-item measure of resilient coping to assess resilient coping at Time 1. The four items are "I actively look for ways to replace the losses I encounter in life," "I believe that I can grow in positive ways by dealing with difficult situations," "I look for creative ways to alter difficult situations," and "Regardless of what happens to me, I believe I can control my reaction to it." Participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
To examine the relationship between our two measures of resilience across the two studies, we administered this resilient coping measure and the measure of resilience used in Study 1 to an independent sample of 50 working students. The two measures correlated significantly, r ϭ .51, p Ͻ .01, thus supporting our assertion that trait resilience and resilient coping are overlapping constructs. On the one hand, trait resilience should predispose one to resilient coping. On the other hand, over time, if individuals use resilient coping strategies, they should develop resilience.
Interpersonal counterproductive work behavior. We used six high loading items from Ho's (2012) interpersonal CWB measure. Three items reflected relationship-focused interpersonal CWB (i.e., "Threatened someone with physical violence," "Insulted or made fun of someone," "Started or continued a harmful rumor about someone") whereas three reflected task-focused interpersonal CWB (i.e., "Damaged or sabotaged resources that someone needed," "Repeatedly interrupted someone while he/she worked or spoke," "Delayed work to make someone look bad or to slow someone down"). Participants were asked how often they did each of these behaviors over the past month (1 ϭ never, 2 ϭ once, 3 ϭ 2-3 times, 4 ϭ once a week, 5 ϭ 2-3 times a week, 6 ϭ daily; participants also had the option of selecting N/A, but none did so).
Confirmatory factor analyses. As in Study 1, we conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses to assess the discriminant validity of our measures and constructs. We first considered the Time 1 variables (qualitative job insecurity, quantitative job insecurity, emotional exhaustion, and resilience Table 3 presents correlations among the study variables. As expected, both quantitative and qualitative job insecurity were positively associated with Time 2 emotional exhaustion and counterproductive work behavior. Resilience, in contrast, was negatively associated with both outcomes.
Results
As in Study 1, we conducted a multivariate multiple regression analysis to control for Type I error rates. We included quantitative job insecurity and qualitative job insecurity, and their respective interactions with resilience, in the same model. We failed to find significant main effects for quantitative job insecurity, F(2, 303) ϭ 1.57, ns, 2 ϭ .01, and qualitative job insecurity, F(2, 303) ϭ 2.82, ns, 2 ϭ .02. We did, however, find a main effect for resilience, F(2, 303) ϭ 8.75, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .06. Finally, as expected, the interaction between quantitative job insecurity and resilience was significant, F(2, 303) ϭ 4.75 p Ͻ .01, 2 ϭ .03, as was the interaction between qualitative job insecurity and resilience, F(2, 303) ϭ 3.58, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .02. Also as in Study 1, we tested our hypotheses via hierarchical regression. For the models predicting Time 2 emotional exhaustion, we controlled for Time 1 emotional exhaustion, in addition to aforementioned demographic variables. All variables were mean centered prior to conducting the analyses. We tested the hypothesized interactions between quantitative and qualitative job insecurity simultaneously. As displayed in Table 4 , qualitative (b ϭ This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
.15, SE ϭ .07, p ϭ .03) but not quantitative job insecurity (b ϭ .03, SE ϭ .06, ns) significantly predicted Time 2 emotional exhaustion in the final step of the equations, partially supporting Hypothesis 1a. Also as anticipated (Hypothesis 2a), resilient coping was negatively associated with Time 2 emotional exhaustion (b ϭ Ϫ.22, SE ϭ .09, p ϭ .01). Finally, the hypothesized (Hypothesis 3a) interaction between qualitative job insecurity and resilience was significant (b ϭ Ϫ.24, SE ϭ .09, p ϭ .01), whereas the interaction between quantitative job insecurity and resilience was not significant (b ϭ Ϫ.01, SE ϭ .10, ns). Simple slopes analyses (see Figure 4 ) revealed that the relationship between qualitative job insecurity and interpersonal counterproductive work behavior was significant and positive when resilience was low (Ϫ1 SD), b ϭ .29, SE ϭ .09, p Ͻ .01, but nonsignificant when resilience was high (ϩ1 SD), b ϭ .01, SE ϭ .08, ns. More nuanced analyses using the JohnsonNeyman technique revealed that the negative relationship between qualitative job insecurity and emotional exhaustion became smaller as levels of resilience increased, with the relationship becoming nonsignificant at slightly above mean levels of resilience (value defining Johnson-Neyman significance region ϭ .09, with 52.23% of the sample below this level). Regarding interpersonal counterproductive work behavior, results revealed that neither quantitative nor qualitative job insecurity had significant main effects (b ϭ .04, SE ϭ .02, ns, b ϭ .01, SE ϭ .02, ns, respectively). In contrast, the main effect of resilient coping was significant (b ϭ Ϫ.11, SE ϭ .03, p Ͻ .01). As hypothesized, the interaction between quantitative job insecurity and resilience was significant (b ϭ Ϫ.11, SE ϭ .04, p Ͻ .01). However, the interaction between qualitative job insecurity and resilience was not (b ϭ Ϫ.03, SE ϭ .03, ns). Simple slopes analyses (see Figure 5 ) revealed that the relationship between qualitative job insecurity and interpersonal counterproductive work behavior was significant and positive when resilience was Step 1
Step 2 Step3
Step 1
Step 2 Step 3 This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. 
Discussion
Study 2 expanded upon Study 1 by assessing both qualitative and qualitative job insecurity, and by examining a behavioral outcome (i.e., interpersonal CWB). Study 2's results were consistent with the results from Study 1 in demonstrating the potential for resilient coping to buffer the negative impact of job insecurity. The findings extend Study 1 by examining effects for quantitative and qualitative dimensions of job insecurity. Study 2 found that, when included in the same model, qualitative job insecurity predicted Time 2 emotional exhaustion, controlling for Time 1 emotional exhaustion. Further, resilience buffered this effect, such that it was only present for those who engaged in low levels of resilient coping. In contrast, quantitative job insecurity was predictive of interpersonal counterproductive work behavior, with resilience also buffering this effect. Consistent with Study 1, resilience demonstrated main effects on these outcomes.
General Discussion
Job insecurity is an ambiguous, uncertain threat to employees' manifest and latent resources (e.g., income, esteem, social status; Jahoda, 1981) . As such, it has been linked to a number of undesirable outcomes for both employees and organizations. In particular, prior research links job insecurity to diminished well-being and damaged relationships between employees and their employing organizations (Cheng & Chan, 2008; De Cuyper et al., 2009 ). In a cross-sectional study with employees from a single organization and a lagged design with employees from diverse organizations, we found that not all individuals are as adversely affected by job insecurity. In particular, psychological resilience mitigated the negative impact of job insecurity on burnout and psychological contract breach; similarly, resilient coping attenuated the lagged impact of job insecurity on emotional exhaustion and interpersonal counterproductive work behaviors. Consequently, our results suggest that resilience may indeed allow individuals to successfully manage the threats engendered by job insecurity.
Specifically, in support of Hypothesis 1, we found that job insecurity was associated with increased emotional exhaustion (Studies 1 and 2), cynicism, and perceptions of psychological contract breach (Study 1), as well as acts of interpersonal CWB (Study 2). Study 2's results revealed that qualitative job insecurity may be particularly relevant for stimulating emotional exhaustion, whereas individuals are more likely to respond to quantitative job insecurity with acts of interpersonal counterproductive work behavior. These findings may be reflective of the different types of threat inherent in these types of job insecurity, and their implications for coping. Specifically, it might be more difficult for employees to cope with qualitative job insecurity as the meaning and implications of threats to job features is more ambiguous than the implications of threats to the job as a whole. In particular, there is likely to be ambiguity and uncertainty about the extent to which job features might deteriorate and the implications for an employee's work and working environment. In contrast, threats to the job as a whole might induce anger, displaced aggression, and efforts to sabotage potential rivals. Future research is needed to explore these potential explanations.
We found that resilience not only has a main effect on our study outcomes, but also buffers the detrimental effect of job insecurity. Specifically, as expected in Hypothesis 2, resilience was negatively associated with emotional exhaustion (Studies 1 & 2), cynicism (Study 1), and interpersonal CWB (Study 2), but not psychological contract breach (Study 1). In support of Hypothesis 3, resilience and job insecurity also functioned in an interactive manner, such that high levels of resilience buffered the negative impact of job insecurity on these outcomes. Lending credence to the findings, the moderating role of resilience was consistent across different conceptualizations and measures of job insecurity and resilience, and across differing sampling and methodological strategies. In particular, Study 1 demonstrated a buffering role of trait resilience, assessed via individuals' views of their own resilience, on the relationship between global job insecurity and emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and perceptions of psychological contract breach assessed simultaneously. Study 2 extended these results, and found that resilience, assessed via individuals' use of resilient coping strategies, buffered the negative impact of qualitative job insecurity on later levels of emotional exhaustion, controlling for initial levels of emotional exhaustion. Further, resilience buffered the negative impact of both quantitative job insecurity on interpersonal counterproductive work behavior.
These consistent findings speak to the robustness of the general idea that resilience is necessary to overcome the harmful consequences of job insecurity. Thus, these findings support both popular and academic theorizing that the ability to approach threats in a resilient manner is a crucial competency in insecure times. These findings further make two key contributions to the resilience literature. First, they support the proposition that trait psychological resilience and the use of resilient coping strategies are related, and can function in similar manners. Second, our results suggest that resilience is most important when insecurity is high. That is, flipping our results to examine resilience as an independent variable, resilience is more strongly related to outcomes when job insecurity is high than when job insecurity is low. As previously noted, much of the literature on resilience in workplace settings has focused on the main effects of resilience (e.g., Cooke, Cooper, Bartram, Wang, & Mei, 2016; Youssef & Luthans, 2007) . Our findings suggest that such an approach might underestimate the importance of resilience by failing to take into account the circumstances in which resilience is most beneficial. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Limitations and Future Directions
Although our study is strengthened by the consistent findings across multiple samples, measures, and outcomes, it is not without limitations. For example, one could argue that our measures of job insecurity are not strictly comparable across the two studies. Whereas the Probst (2003) measure used in Study 1 is an affective global measure of job insecurity, the Hellgren et al. (1999) and Van den Broeck et al. (2014) measures of quantitative and qualitative job insecurity used in Study 2 contain both cognitively-(e.g., "I think my job will change for the worse") and affectively worded items (e.g., "I am worried . . ." "I feel uneasy . . ."). However, research indicates that cognitive and affective measures of job insecurity tend to be highly correlated (Probst, 2002 (Probst, , 2003 . In addition, research also indicates that affective insecurity may be more predictive (Huang et al., 2012) , suggesting that affective reactions to job insecurity might be an acceptable proxy for the experience of insecurity itself or the more critical predictor, as it serves to partially mediate the effects of cognitive job insecurity on outcomes.
Another potential limitation is the use of self-reports. Our two studies used single source data for a number of reasons. First, as previously noted, job insecurity lies "in the eyes of the beholder" , and consequently individuals are best suited to indicate the uncertainty they experience about their job. Research demonstrates that far more individuals experience job insecurity than actually experience objective threats to their jobs (Rocha, Crowell, & McCarter, 2006) . Similarly, individuals are in the best position to answer questions about how they bounce back from events, and to reflect on their burnout and psychological contract. Meta-analytic research also indicates that individuals may be best positioned to report their CWB (Berry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012) . Conway and Lance (2010) provided a thorough investigation of the impact of common-method bias and found that same method correlations tended to be closer to true score correlations than correlations obtained using different methods. Moreover, Siemsen, Roth, and Oliveira (2010) demonstrated that common method variance cannot artifactually create interactions. Following Conway and Lance's (2010) and Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff's (2003) recommendations we attempted to reduce any potential bias by ensuring respondent anonymity in both studies and, in Study 2, separating the measurement of the predictors from the outcome.
Future research is needed to explore the specific mechanisms through which resilience operates to buffer the negative effects of job insecurity, and how these mechanisms operate together to enable individuals to avoid negative consequences. In particular, Study 1 found that resilience, assessed via a trait approach, buffered the negative impact of job insecurity; however, the relationship was still positive when resilience was high. Indeed, the relationships between job insecurity and our Study 1 outcomes were significant at all levels of resilience. In contrast, the JohnsonNeyman analyses in Study 2 revealed that these relationships became nonsignificant as levels of resilience increased (or even reversed direction when resilience reached very high levels as was the case for the quantitative job insecurity-interpersonal CWB relationship). It may be that resilient coping strategies are more effective because they are more proximal to the process of coping with job insecurity.
Relatedly, although our study examined what resilient individuals do not feel or do in light of job insecurity (i.e., resilient individuals tend to not experience burnout from job insecurity or react to job insecurity with acts of interpersonal mistreatment), research is needed to examine what resilient individuals proactively feel and do in light of job insecurity. For example, do resilient individuals take the lead to help their organizations manage external threats, as might be suggested by prior findings linking resilience to proactive behavior (Strümpfer, 2003) ? In addition, future research might examine the role that other positive psychological traits (e.g., subjective well-being, hardiness) play (independently or in conjunction with resilience) in helping individuals manage job insecurity.
Finally, it is important to acknowledge that although statistically significant, one might argue that the practical size of the observed effects is relatively small. There are two ways to consider this. On the one hand, from a statistical standpoint, there are a multitude of factors that likely impact our outcomes of interest; therefore, one would not expect large amounts of variance explained by job insecurity and resilience alone. Indeed, research indicates that many effect sizes associated with interactions in field research tend to be modest (e.g., McClelland & Judd, 1993) . Perhaps more interestingly, from a conceptual standpoint, our findings suggest that the impact of resilience is greater in the face of greater adversity. In other words, resilience is not as essential among individuals who are experiencing low levels of adversity simply because there is not as much to be resilient in response to, whereas resilience plays a more important role when faced with more substantial forms of adversity. To rephrase our title, perhaps an interesting future question to explore is "How far do you 'have to' bend?" before resilience becomes practically of even greater import. As such, future research might fruitfully consider exploring a cumulative risk model that incorporates multiple stressors beyond job insecurity. For example, although job insecurity represents one potential economic stressor, there are other subjective and objective stressors related to one's income and employment (e.g., unemployment, underemployment, financial deprivation, perceived financial inadequacy; Probst, 2005) in addition to many other stressors (e.g., work-family conflict, workplace bullying, etc.). Moreover, there may be stressors occurring at other levels of analysis (e.g., community-level variables) that might influence the degree of stress experienced by the individual as well as the availability of potential resources that might aid in resilient coping (Morello-Frosch & Shenassa, 2006) .
Practical Implications
Given that job insecurity appears to be "here to stay", the pressing issue is how to combat the adverse effects that research shows accompany such insecurity. The results of the current study provide one clue toward that end by showing that employee resilience buffers the negative consequences of job insecurity. As Richardson (2002) noted, early research conceptualized resilience as a trait-like individual difference in capacity; however, research also suggests that resilience is a process of coping. Moreover, recent research suggest that resilience can be developed and promoted within employees and that resulting This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
gains in resilience can persist over time (see Robertson, Cooper, Sarkar, & Curran, 2015 , for a review of workplace resilience interventions). Together, these results suggest that organizational interventions to boost employee resilience might indeed be able to positively impact employee-and organizationally relevant outcomes. Hence, it is likely that training interventions that promote the use of resilient coping strategies might help promote positive outcomes and enable employees to more effectively cope with the stress of job insecurity. Researchers are encouraged to develop training interventions to address resilience and to make these interventions available for future research. Moreover, research is needed on organizational processes and policies that may also help promote employee resilience. In particular, the ways in which job-related changes are communicated may help employees to view them as growth experiences and to see them in a more positive light. Although the results of the current study are suggestive of these positive effects, experimental research is needed to more rigorously demonstrate that organizational interventions to promote resilience result in fewer negative reactions in response to perceived job insecurity.
Conclusion
Across two studies, we found robust evidence that resilience helped to mitigate the negative consequences of job insecurity on psychological contract breach, burnout, and interpersonal counterproductive work behaviors. These results suggest that employees with higher levels of psychological resilience, as well as employees who use more resilient coping strategies may fare better in the face of job insecurity.
